In the past decade, the East-Central European countries were provided significant external capacity building assistance in order to help their emergence as donors of foreign aid. This paper aims to map these capacity development programs and identify where they have helped and what challenges remain for the new donors. The main conclusion is that while capacity building has been instrumental in building organizational structures, working procedures and training staff, deeper underlying problems such as low levels of financing, lacking political will, the need for visibility and low staff numbers continue to hinder the new international development policies.
After the turn of the Millennium however, the eight ECE countries which joined the EU in 2004 (the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia) began recreating their international development policies. The process began later in Romania and Bulgaria. The main reason to (re-)establish these policies was external pressure: creating a bilateral international development policy in-line with the spirit of EU's relevant acquis communautaire was an explicit requirement during the accession negotiations (Drozd 2007) . Beyond this, the EU voiced little further requirements (Carbone, 2004; Lightfoot, 2010) . Development policy in the EU was (and still is) a 'complementary' policy area, with member states retaining full control of their bilateral policies and the EC being responsible for managing aid from the EU's common resources and coordinating member states activities. Thus, there were very little legally binding rules on member state development policies (Horky, 2010) , and actual (MFAs) and/or aid implementing agencies of the ECE new donors. Using this approach, it was possible to identify all major capacity development projects that have taken place between 2001 and 2011. In the second step, individual contact persons at the respective agencies were contacted to provide further information, either by granting access to non-public documents (such as concept papers, planning documents, interior evaluation reports, or output documents of the programs) or by providing a possibility for an interview. Another source of information were officials from the foreign ministries of the ECE countries. In all, 21 experts at established donors, international organizations, ECE ministries and implementing agencies (mainly from the Czech Republic and Hungary) provided access to documents or were interviewed. The interviews were carried out between March and May 2012, and mainly focused on the description of capacity building activities, their outputs and outcomes, and the perceptions of the experts on the challenges the new donors continue to face. As the research mainly concentrated on mapping and not a formal evaluation, conclusions related to the impact of the capacity building programs should be seen as highly tentative.
Mapping the Programs
The two largest and most comprehensive capacity building programs were the 'Official Development Assistance in Central Europe' (ODACE) program, carried out by CIDA and the UNDP's 'Emerging Donors Initiative'. Both of these programs offered a wide range of capacity development activities, including traditional knowledge transfer through training, mentoring, workshops and on-site consultancy, as well as allowing the new ECE donors possibilities for learning by doing through joint programming (CIDA) and the UNDP Trust Funds, both discussed later. ECE countries were able to select the approaches that best suited their needs in both programs, thus the way they were actually implemented varied from one country to another.
The EC was also an important provider of knowledge, with several capacity schemes during the 2000s and starting with more formal training activities and moving to the promotion of joint actions with the new donors more recently. The EC program is the only capacity building program for the new members which is still ongoing in all countries, and the UNDP only remains active in Romania and current accession countries like Croatia and Turkey. CIDA, the UNDP and the EC targeted more or less all of the ECE new members. Other capacity development programs either targeted a smaller group of countries, or only focussed on a specific set of activities. The Austrian Development Agency's Regional Partnership Program for example only included a small joint programming element, where ECE and Austrian NGOs were required to work together in project implementation. The North-South Centre (an autonomous agency of the Council of Europe) on the other hand focused on a single specialized issue, in-line with its mandate of promoting public awareness of global development issues: formalizing development education in the ECE countries. The capacity building programs identified are detailed in Table 1. <INSERT TABLE 1 HERE>
Aid Quantity
Most of the capacity building programs had a clear component which aimed at increasing ODA expenditures of the ECE countries. and Bulgaria), the ECE countries began contributing to the community budget, and a portion of these contributions qualifies as ODA.
It is also clear that significant challenges remain in increasing ODA further. As shown in Table 2 Development cooperation is a low priority policy area for ECE governments, expenditures on it have little impact on voters, thus budget cuts were especially pronounced here. A further issue is that within ODA, the bulk is made up of multilateral contributions, accounting for more than 75% of ODA in most ECE countries.
Aid Allocation
The most important partner countries of the ECE donors are selected either from the neighbourhood (i.e. the Western Balkans and the former Soviet countries) or from among the countries with which the ECE countries have had previous (pre-1989) development relations. Iraq and Afghanistan also figure prominently among the most important recipients due to the close alliance of the ECE countries with the United
States. Most ECE countries have little activities in Sub-Saharan Africa (Kopinsky 2012) and Latin-America. Aid allocation thus seems to be heavily driven by foreign policy considerations (Andrespok and Kasekamp 2012; Szent-Iványi 2012a Clearly, severe challenges remain in diversifying ECE aid allocation. The EU requires its members to spend at least 15% of their ODA on least developed countries and also to progressively increase their funding to Africa. On the other hand, the EU also promotes division of labour among donors and urges its members to specialize. The ECE countries argue that they have comparative advantages in their neighbourhood and the costs of being present in regions like Africa are difficult to justify with low bilateral aid levels (Szent-Iványi 2012b). Also, concentrating most of their aid in the neighbourhood seems to be in-line with foreign policy considerations like the need for regional stability, and the promotion of business interests or supporting their ethnic minorities.
Aid Quality
Capacity building programs have attempted to assist the ECE countries in a wide range of issues related to aid quality, such as training on programming methods, advice on institutional set-ups for efficient aid delivery, evaluation, and transparency. Attempts to involve the ECE countries in joint programming activities can also be seen as a way to increase aid quality, in-line with internationally agreed good practices as embodied in the Paris Declaration. From this wide range of qualitative issues, two are discussed here:
institutional structures and programming methods. 13 Clearly, the single implementing agency model was seen by the UNDP and CIDA as something that all CEE countries should strive for. However, convergence to this model proved difficult as it involved centralizing implementation and related funds from line-ministries to a single agency, and was thus resisted by the line-ministries. The reform was only fully successful in the Czech Republic. Lineministries retain important implementation responsibilities in all other ECE countries, even in countries where a formal implementing agency does exist. 14 Interview with an official from UNDP, 6 April 2012. Romania decided to contribute to UNDP-run projects in countries like Georgia or Moldova, instead of launching its own development projects with UNDP assistance like the other countries. 15 Interview with an official from an ECE ministry of foreign affairs, 4 April 2012. 
Remaining Challenges
The research has revealed a number of areas which development experts at established donors, ECE countries and international organizations see as particularly pressing.
When asked to talk about challenges that still need to be addressed, most interviewees mentioned strikingly similar issues, and these resonate well with some of the issues identified by the OECD DAC in its special reviews of the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. Five of these issues are discussed below.
First, increasing aid quantity does not only depend on international commitments and the availability of budgetary resources, but also on the willingness of governments.
Government attitudes towards ODA are still problematic (see also OECD 2011a: 15).
Many capacity development programs attempted to involve politicians, CIDA for example organized a study tour for them to Canada to see how politicians there are involved in development cooperation. There were a handful of conferences and workshops to which politicians were also invited. In most ECE countries (Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia and Romania in particular), development cooperation is still very far from being embedded in daily politics and thus has little political support and low visibility. One expert interviewed emphasized that any future capacity development project is likely to have little impact unless the apathy and lack of willingness to go forward that seems to be prevalent towards ODA in many (though not involve harmonizing procedures and also strategic goals, but the ECE countries did not seem ready to compromise on these. Issues on visibility are also mentioned in some of the special reviews (OECD 2011a: 16; 2011b: 9) .
Third, strategic thinking and planning is still not sufficiently present. Drafting ODA strategies, as well as country assistance strategies was an important component both in CIDA's and the UNDP's programs, but these efforts did not prove sustainable. Strategic thinking seems to be present in only a limited number of ECE countries, mainly the Czech Republic, Estonia, and Slovenia (OECD 2011b: 12) . Several interviewees mentioned that they feel that ECE ODA policies are rather ad hoc, without any clear strategic direction. 21 Many of the ECE countries do not have operational country assistance strategies, which makes much of their assistance donor-driven and ad hoc.
Hungary for example has never had an operational ODA strategy, and the first country strategies drafted in the late 2000s were never operationalized either. A symptom of the lack of strategic thinking is the excessively large number of partner countries that almost all ECE donors have.
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The fourth issue is evaluation and learning from results. Most experts interviewed mentioned impact evaluation as an issue where further capacity development is needed.
ECE countries neglect evaluation almost totally, and at best only carry out financial monitoring of their development activities (the Czech Republic and to some extent 20 Interview with an official from Sida, 19 April 2012. 21 Interview with an expert from an international organization, 11 April 2012. 22 In 2010 for example, Hungary divided its bilateral aid budget of a mere 22 million dollars among more, than 70 partner countries (OECD 2012).
Slovakia are perhaps exceptions). This lack of attention to evaluation is not only a question of resources, but one of mentality. 23 In most ECE countries there is little culture of evaluation in the government sector, and governments seem to perceive evaluation as source of criticism on their activities, not a possibility for learning and improving policies. The problem therefore is one which cannot be solved with capacity building, but it requires attempts to form government attitudes on the topic and fostering a culture of evaluation (OECD, 2010: 10; 2011a: 31; 2011b: 30) .
Fifth, staff capacity problems remain due to two reasons: development staff numbers in ECE MFAs are low and turnover among them is high (see also : OECD, 2007: 17-18; 2010: 10; 2011a: 25; 2011b: 26) . Development departments and implementing agencies are often understaffed, for example, in early 2012, there were only 8 experts working on development cooperation in the Hungarian MFA and 4 in Bulgaria. Staff members taking part in trainings, study visits, internships etc. during the capacity building programs were often rotated away afterwards to different jobs or foreign missions.
Many staff members actively sought new assignments, as the prestige of development cooperation was rather low in some MFAs. Clearly, frequent changes in development staff means that much of the knowledge transferred may be lost, leading to severe effectiveness and sustainability problems in the capacity building programs. 24 It is not clear how future capacity building programs could address this issue.
Conclusions
This paper presented the results of a mapping exercise of capacity building programs offered to the ECE new donors between 2001 and 2011. Despite the fact that these donors have received important external assistance in formulating their international development policies, substantial challenges remain. Capacity building programs have contributed to increasing ODA, the creation of basic institutional structures and operating procedures, as well as training staff in how to do development cooperation, but issues like low aid quantity, the lack of political willingness, the need to preserve 23 Interview with an expert from an international organization, 11 April 2012. 24 A strikingly negative and most likely not unique example was when the Foreign Ministry of Finland provided an internship opportunity for a development staff member from the Hungarian MFA at the Finnish embassy in Nairobi, Kenya. Shortly after her return to Budapest, the former intern was moved to the consular department and appointed to the Hungarian consulate in Helsinki.
visibility, problems with strategic thinking and low staff numbers still plague ECE bilateral development policies.
One cannot help to think that the capacity building programs provided to the ECE donors mainly only helped in introducing formal institutions and procedures, but did not change underlying mentalities. The capacity building programs clearly had an important role in exposing ECE officials to the global development regime: development staff have learned to 'talk the talk' of international development cooperation, but decision makers may not be convinced of the need to take development cooperation seriously.
Ten years ago, when ODA was a new issue, and there was clear external pressure to do something in the policy area due to the EU accession process, governments were more likely to heed external advice then they are today, when almost all such pressure has disappeared. National willingness is the only factor that can serve as a driving force today, and in the case of most ECE countries it is missing. This lack of willingness may signify that the ECE countries are 'premature' donors: they became donors of foreign aid before they were actually ready for it.
Last, but not least, what have the providers of capacity building assistance learned? The fact that neither of these donors has carried out any formal impact evaluation of their project is telling: they have most likely seen these projects as one-off and highly specific. However, as some new donor capacity building programs are still active and such programs may be useful in building linkages with some of the non-DAC donors like Brazil, India or Russia, donors should be encouraged to learn from their experience in the ECE region. This paper has revealed that some capacity building approaches have worked better than others, but these conclusions need to be refined with more formal impact evaluations. 
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